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ABSTRACT 


JOINT  PUB  1:  A  SOUD  DOCTRINAL  CORNERSTONE  OR  JELLO 
PUDDING?  byMAJVf  ‘  *1 T.  Ffynn,  USA,  38  pages. 


This  monograph  exarnmcs  Joint  Pub  1,  Joint  Warfare  of  die  US  Armed  Forces. 
B  —esses  if  Joint  Pub  1  is  stfll  a  sound  capstone  manual  which  provides  a  common 
perspective  for  the  continuing  development  of  joint  and  service  doctrine.  The 
American  experience  m  war  has  increasingly  demanded  joint  action.  Since  the 
Gokhvater-Nkhois  Act  of  1986,  joint  doctrine  has  gained  a  greater  measure  of 
importance.  For  example,  when  Joint  Pub  1  was  published  in  November,  1991, 
General  Colin  Powell,  former  Chairman  of  die  Joint  Chiefs,  stated  that  "joint 
warfare  is  team  warfare."  Joint  Pub  1  is  essentially  his  philosophy  on  joint  warfare. 
He  had  the  manual  written  to  define  a  "common  perspective"  for  all  warfighting 
services  when  it  comes  to  joint  warflgfrting  and  the  doctrine  dud  guides  it. 

The  monograph  begins  with  an  examination  of  die  development  of  joint  and 
service  doctrine.  Evidence  includes  an  asscesmr.nl  of  Joint  Pub  1  and  each 
warfighting  service's  "capstone"  manuals.  Additionally,  an  examination  of  the 
theorists  who  have  had  die  greatest  influence  on  today's  US  military  doctrine  is 
provided.  This  examination  demonstrates  thatCad  von  Clausewitz,  and  Ids  seminal 
work,  On  War,  has  had  the  greatest  influence  on  die  joint  and  service  capstone 
manuals  that  exist  today.  Along  with  the  theorists  another  key  influence  of  Joint 
Pub  1  has  been  the  Department  of  Defame  Reorganization  Act  of  1986.  The 
overall  impact  of  this  legislation  has  been  very  positive.  B  has  created  an 
atmosphere  for  farther  "joinin  gs"  in  many  areas,  specifically  doctrine. 

The  next  section  analyzes  Joint  Pub  1  using  the  feasability,  acceptability,  and 
suitability  model  as  a  framework.  It  addresses  whether  Joint  Publ  still  provides  a 
correct  vision  for  development  of  additional  joint  doctrine.  B  assesses  if  it  still 
provides  die  necessary  flexibility  given  today's  constrained  environment  which  the 
Aimed  Forces  must  operate  within.  Lastly,  it  looks  at  whether  or  not  there  is  a 
willingness  in  the  services  to  accept  certain  costs  based  on  some  very  uncertain 
cudststciw 

This  monograph  concludes  that  Joint  Pub  1  represents  General  Cdin  Powell's 
philosophy.  While  this  was  a  valid  philosophy  given  die  conditions  that  existed  in 
1991,  it  no  longer  represents  the  conditions  we  lace  in  1994  and  beyond.  The 
"Bottom  Up  Review,"  continued  down-sizing,  and  an  unknown  threat,  has  changed 
die  way  we  will  need  to  prepare  for  future  warfare.  These  conditions  came  into 
bong  ador  die  publication  of  Joint  Pub  1.  Therefore,  Joint  Pub  1  should,  as  a 
minwmun,  be  reassessed  by  the  current  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staffj 
General  ShaUkashviH. 
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DOCTRINAL  ASSESSMENT 


JOINT  PUB  1 

Uni  next  lection  caanrirw  the  capstone  doctrinal  numnah  in  cadence 
today.  These  include  Joint  Pub  1,  The  Army's  Field  Manual  100-5  (OpenrionsX 
Air  Force  Manual  11,  Fleet  Maine  Force  Manual  1,  and  the  Navy's  current 
..from  the  Sea  white  paper  as  well  as  Admiral  Kelso's  Fore e 2001  guide  to  the  US 
Navy.  The  Navy  capstone  manual  is  under  development  with  publication  planned 
for  April,  1994.  Due  to  the  recent  changeover  in  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  from 
Admiral  Kelso  to  Admiral  Boorda,  publication  may  be  farther  delayed. 

The  publication  of  doctrine  is  an  absolutely  vital  part  of  the  nriHtaiy  education 
system.  Doctrine  provides  each  service  with  a  common  perspective  with  which  to 
teach  their  members  whattheir  profession  is  aOabout  Each  service's  doctrine  is 
easentjally  a  blueprint  which  provides  guidance  for  a  future  battlefield. 

Formal  US  Military  doctrine  was  first  issued  by  the  Army  in  1891  with  its 
manual,  Infantry  Drill  Regulations.  By  1905,  die  Army  had  produced  the  ancestor 
to  today's  Field  Manual  100-5,  Operations,  with  its  publication  of  Field  Service 
Regulations.  Since  1905  a  more  systematic  approach  to  writing  field  manual*  has 
evolved.  Since  the  publication  of  the  1905  Field  Service  Regulation  changes  in 
everything  from  tactics  to  technology  have  caused  nugor  shifts  in  service  doctrine. 

These  shifts  were  caused  by  a  tramformation  in  dunking  at  die  highest  levels  of 
die  mjfitary  hierarchy  on  how  future  wan  would  be  fought.  Joint  Pub  1,  for 
example,  has  been  referred  to  as  die  capstone  doctrine  fix  all  services  when  it 
comes  to  warfighting.  It  maintains  that  while  it  is  "neither  policy  nor  strategy, 

[Joint  Pub  1]  deals  with  die  fundamental  issue  of  how  best  to  employ  the  national 
military  [instrument  of]  power  to  achieve  strategic  ends.”*  This  manual  is  intended 
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Tmmcdatofr  following  tfaii  operation  cue  General  Poweffs  phflosophy  on 
jomtness  in  Joint  Pob  1. 

Four  months  later  (March  1992),  the  Air  Farce  published  Air  Force  Manuel  1- 
1,  Vahunoi  I  and  JL  However,  joint  or  joentneas  is  not  a  word  eaay  to  come  by  in 
either  of  then  manuals  Volume  n  contende  "that  aerospace  power  is  the  dominant 
factor  m  modem  warfare."37  Although  they  acknowledge  that  tbis  -view  remains 
controvensal,  "the  shifty  to  employ  aerospace  power  rapidly  against  ary  level 
objective  makes  [dm  Air  Force]  the  most  versatile  component  of  military  power."38 
B  is  these  types  of  controversial  statements  which  create  iater-ecrvice  rivalries. 
Another  similar  statement  of  this  same  "parochialiam"  ii  again  found  in  Volume  1L 
It  states*  "The  ihheient  speed,  range,  and  flexibility  of  aerospace  power  combine  to 
make  it  tlr  most  versatile  component  of  miftaty  power."39 

Afldusnniscfe  flexing  in  doctrine  may  be  nothing  more  than  a  push  for  more 
lesonrces  for  their  particular  service,  hi  a  recent  speech  to  die  Air  Farce 
Association,  General  McPeak  presented  still  another  very  controversial  attack  on 
die  roles  and  missions  of  other  services: 

"Until  recently,  stationing  troops  forward  was  the  best,  maybe  even 
dmonly  way  to  monitor  events,  to  show  the  flag,  to  guarantee  a  rapid 
response.. .Air  and  space  power  now  promises  a  more  elegant  solution  to 
the  presence  requirement..[the  solution,  he  said  is].,  if  you're  sitting  in 
country  T*  and  you're  holding  a  council  of  war,  you've  got  to  think  about 
the  2nd  Bomb  Wing  in  Barksdale  [Air  Force  Base  in  Louisiana]  or  the 
509th  Bond)  Wing  with  its  B-2s  at  Whiteman  [Air  Force  Base]  in 
Missouri  as  being  less  than  a  day  swxy.  That  is  presence."40 

This  seems  to  be  more  Hke  an  attempt  to  justify  die  purchase  of  more  B-2 
bombers  than  a  comet  doctrine.  If  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  is  truly  the 
integrator  of  doctrine  among  the  services,  he  should  dearly  identify  die  efficiencies 
which  can  be  realized.  Otherwise,  comments  such  as  the  one  above  may  guide  us 
rigid  back  toward  a  service  parochial  atmosphere  that  we  do  not  need.  As  General 
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and  seafifl.”45  In  order  to  %£9ct?te  this  new  direction  of  the  Navy-Marine  Corpa 
team,  the  Navy  hat  added  four  additional  capabilities.  They  are  identified  by  the 
Navy  as  "four  key  operational  capaMBtins  [which]  are  required.”46  They  are 
command,  control,  and  surveillance;  battteapacc  dominance;  power  projection;  and, 
force  sustainment  Eachoftheaehasamajor  impact  on  resources  as  well  as  on 
joint  warfighting. 

Many  of  die  concepts  in  both  ..from  the  Ska  and  Force  2001  provide  die 
leader  with  a  joint  image.  The  jomtness  however,  iamteana  of  die  Navy-Marine 
Cotpe  team,  not  die  fall  complement  of  all  four  services.  The  ..from  the  Sea 
concept  paper  emphasizes  that  die  new  direction  of  the  Navy-Marine  Corps  team, 
bodi  active  and  reserve,  is  to  provide  the  nation  with  naval  expeditionary  hncea 
tailored  for  national  needs  and  shaped  for  joint  operations,  and  to  have  those  forces 
operating  forward  from  die  sea.47 

This  djacoaaion  about  die  Naval  Service's  new  role  becomes  expanded  when 
one  looks  back  upon  then  traditional  expeditionary  roles.  For  example,  indie 
Naval  Force  policy  document,  ..from  the  Sea,  it  states  that  the  design  of  Naval 
forces  allows  them  to  operate  forward  in  austere  environments  and  to  respond 
swiftly  if  called  upon.  One  of  die  five  specific  tasks  is  for  the  Navy-Marine  team  to 
operate  without  needing  transit  or  overflight  approval  from  foreign  governments  in 
order  to  reach  the  scene  of  action.48  The  tenn  transit  means  land  forces  and  the 
term  overflight  means  airforces.  While  dds  in  factmay  be  die  case  in  many 
instances,  these  types  of  statements  only  work  against  die  whole  concept  of  joint 
warfare.  The  Navy  is  simply  arguing  to  keep  aircraft  carriers.  The  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations  further  contends,  "as  the  Navy  shifts  from  [the]  Cold  War.. .naval 
organizations  must  change.  Responding  to  crises  in  the  future  will  require  greater 
flexibility  and  new  ways  of  employing  [Naval]  forces.”49  These  future  crises  will 
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The  Marine  Corps  has  existed  once  almost  the  first  mfliury  laws  of  the 
Continental  Congress  m  1775.32  At  the  tone,  they  supported  the  Navy  with 
*iripbo*id  police,  boarding  and  small  laadiag  parties,  gon  crews,  and  embassy 
guards.  By  the  twentieth  century,  the  Marines  began  providing  police  for  restless 
underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world  when  then  were  American  citizens, 
investments,  awl  impend  interests.53  It  was  the  prospect  of  an  island  hopping 
campaign  flat  gave  the  Marines  a  dear  "raison  d’etre11  fa  existing.  As  early  as 
1906,  members  of  the  Marine  Corps  were  advancing  the  idea  of  using  die  Marines 
for  landing  operations  against  islands  to  obtain  and  protect  advance  bases  for  tbs 
Navy. 

In  1920,  foe  Marines  established  a  school  of  instruction  at  Quamico,  Vngnria 
where  they  began  walking  the  issue  of  advance  base  work.  Then  in  1921,  Marine 
Corps  Major  Pete  Eliia  wrote  a  paper  projecting  the  amphibious  strategy  of  a 
Japaneao- American  war  outlining  foe  procodnres  for  amphibious  assault  operations 
to  acquire  bases  across  foe  Pacific.  With  the  acceptance  of  this  concept,  foe  Navy- 
Marine  team  continued  to  work  "with  civilian  manufacturers  to  develop  new  types 
of  landing  craft  and  vehicles  for  amphibious  warfare.  The  Marine  Cmps  base  at 
Quantico  became  foe  dynamic  center  for  foe  evolving  art  of  landing  operations."34 
The  whole  idea  of  ship  to  shore  attacks  seemed  to  offer  a  major  military  mission  for 
which  foe  Marines  were  particularly  suited.  Perhaps  the  prospect  of  an  island 


By  1933,  a  Major  General  John  Russell,  Assistant  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps,  was  instrumental  in  establishing  foe  Fleet  Marine  Force  as  foe  amphibious 
arm  of  foe  Corps.  Additionally,  with  his  bkssing,  foe  next  year  foe  Corps  began 
concentrating  their  efforts  on  publishing  a  tactical  manual,  which  was  issued  with 
the  tide  Tentative  Manual  of  Landing  Operations  (1934).^  Hus  manual  became 
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THEORETICAL  ASSESSMENT 

In  On  War,  Cari  von  Clauaewitz  writes:  "Given  the  nature  of  [war],  we  must 
itnuml  ourselves  that  it  is  simply  not  possible  to  construct  a  model  for  the  art  of 
war  that  can  serve  as  a  scaffolding  on  which  the  command  can  rdy  for  support  at 

any  time.”61  T«  war  good  cnmmanAiHL  find  themselves  <»Wmg  h*el t  on  tiv»tr  own 

innate  qualities.  This  inner-seif  of  the  commander  on  the  battlefield  usually  finds 
itself  outside  die  model  and,  at  times,  in  conflict  with  it  Capstone  doctrine, 
therefore,  must  be  presented  with  such  consensus  and  flexibility  as  to  allow  a 
commander  to  use  his  talents  and  genius  to  operate  outside  the  established  rules  of 
doctrine  when  these  rules  conflict  with  his  learned  practice. 

Cad  von  Clausewitz  gives  the  military  much  in  the  way  of  theoretical  concepts. 
His  ideas  dominate  each  of  the  service's  capstone  manuals  Many  of  his  theories 
are  still  sound  practical  concept  that  can  easily  apply  to  today's  environment  For 
example,  Joint  Pub  1  uses  Clausewitz’s  dements  of  friction,  chance,  and 
uncertainty  to  characterize  battle.  In  die  discussion  on  the  Nature  of  Modem 
Warfare,  Joint  Pub  1  asserts  that  "members  of  the  US  Armed  Forces  should 
understand  the  nature  of  warfare,  both  through  solid  grounding  in  the  tested 
insights  of  the  finest  theorists.. .and  by  carefully  keeping  those  insights  up  to 
date.”62  This  is  dearly  a  mandate  to  the  professional  officer  to  continue  studying 
theories  of  warfare.  Since  Clansewitz  is  the  main  centerpiece  of  joint  doctrine 
today,  he  may  have  the  greatest  influence  on  future  warfighters. 

When  today's  leaders  reach  higher  levels  of  responsibility  and  authority, 
problems  tend  to  multiply.  In  war  or  operations  other  titan  war,  things  such  as 
confusion,  conflicting  information,  and  the  stress  and  pressure  of  command  itself 
magnify  these  problems.  "At  tins  level,"  Clausewitz  says,  "almost  all  solutions  must 
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were  clearly  dbtinctrve.*7 

Thii  iwnimrnt  drew  ranch  criticism  from  the  Navy.  For  example,  at  a  meeting 
afthe  Navy's  General  Board  in  April,  1919,  General  Kfitchdl  urged  that  aircraft 
could  successfully  attack  naval  warships.  He  believed  that  defense  of  the  nation's 
coast  be  given  to  land-based  aircraft,  and  urged  the  United  States  to  organize  some 
type  of  ministry  of  defense,  combining  die  army,  navy,  and  air  forces  under  one 
unified  direction.68  The  Navy  disagreed  with  Mitchell's  views  on  the  role  of  air 
power  and  never  again  invited  General  Mitchell  to  speak  before  the  Board. 

During  thii  time  many  in  the  military  considered  the  Fint  World  War  as  an 
aberration.  "Since  die  turn  of  the  century  American  militaiy  planning  had  been 
geared  to  two  dominant  themes:  Continental  defense  and  protection  of  possessions 
m  the  Pacific.-®  The  fonner  represented  the  traditional  viewpoint,  while  the  latter 
gained  prominence  after  colonial  expansion  in  1898.  For  the  Army,  defense  of  the 
continent  was  its  basic  objective  while  the  Navy  became  preoccupied  with  the 
Pacific.  Alfred  Thayer  Mahan,  who  wrote  Th*  Influsnc*  afSsaPawtr  Upon 
History,  1660-1783 ,  became  die  principle  military  theorist  who  influenced  the 
Navy  at  die  time. 

In  bk  remarkable  book,  Mahan  set  forth  his  views  an  both  sea  power,  and 
strategic  analysis  and  theory .  Essentially,  he  presents  two  themes.  The  first  is  that 
sea  power  is  an  indispensable  ingredient  for  national  greatness  and  the  second  is  the 
recognition  of  die  ovcohfing  importance  of  die  political  object  that  is  achieved  by 
naval  warfare.70  Samuel  Huntington,  in  his  timeless  work,  The  Common  Dsfensr , 
writes,  "Mahan  had  constructed  a  doctrine  of  scapowcr  without  specifically 
denigrating  landpower.  For  the  supporters  of  airpower,  however,  the  attack  on  the 
surface  forces  was  unavoidable.  Once  the  Air  Force  was  established,  the  intensity 


of  their  doctrinal  concern  perhaps  moderated  somewhat  bat  by  this  time  (heather 
service  had  fife  competed  lo  repty  in  land."71 

Mahan  wrote  his  classic  work  before  the  tom  of  the  twentieth  century.  The  US 
Navy  formed  its  fint  doctrinal  headquarters  on  1  October,  1993.  The  Navy  had 
"doctrine"  per  ae  in  tem  of  US  Fine*  Tnatnrlifuis,  Yet,  It  took  them  neariy  ono- 
hnndnod  yean  to  establish  a  Naval  Doctrine  Command,  hi  Admiral  Kelso's  Fore* 
2001  philosophy,  he  states,  "With  s  far  greater  rmpharia  on  jomL..operstkms,  our 
Navy...wQl  continue  to  provide  unique  capabilities  of  indispensable  value  in  meeting 
fbtue  security  challenges."72  One  oftbe  reasons  forth*  sudden  doctrinal 
enlightenment  in  die  Navy  is  the  influence  of  the  Goldwalor-Nichols  Act  of 1986. 
This  abmpt  realization  of  "jomtness"  has  taken  die  Navy  by  surprise.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  Marine  Cotps  took  quick  measures  to  get  their  ideas  out 

hi  FMFM 1,  Warfighting,  the  Commandant  of  Marine  Corps  established  the 
Corps' official  doctrine.  The  manual  defines  doctrine  as  a  "teaching  advanced  as 
the  fundamental  beliefs  of  die  Marine  Corps  on  the  subject  of  war,  from  its  natme 
and  theory  to  its  preparation  and  conduct”73  The  Marines’ theory  of  war  is  based 
on  Oausewitz.  hi  Chapter  two,  The  Theory  of  War  ,  the  manual  emphasizes  that 
die  Marines  theory  of  war  wQl  become  the  foundation  for  the  way  they  prepare  for 
and  wage  future  warfare.74  In  this  chapter,  Oausewitz  is  credited  no  leas  than 
fourteen  times  for  assisting  in  the  development  of  the  Marine  Corps’  thoughts  and 
concepts  an  a  theory  of  war. 

Cadi von  Oausewitz  serves  as  the  pthnaiy  influence  for  both  service  and  joint 
capstone  doctrine.  Although  others  exist  such  as  Jommi,  Brodie,  and  Corbett,  his 
ageless  classic,  On  War,  is  evident  on  many  of  the  pages  of  Joint  Pub  1  and  the 
other  service  manuals  in  identifying  terms  which  are  important  to  doctrine, 
Oausewitz  classifies  and  defines  two  universally  accepted  ones;  tactics  and  strategy. 
He  does  this  to  help  the  reader  understand  if  one  wants  a  theory  of  war  that  is  valid 
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it  mart  be 


based  on  the  mort  prevalent 


understanding  die  cease  and  effect  relationship  found  in  joint  and  service  doctrine. 
Untarsalty  accepted  concepts  and  ideas  in  doctrine  among  the  services  are 
supposed  to  be  m  documents  each  as  Joint  Pub  1.  However,  once  it  was  written  in 
November,  1991,  thing*  such  technology  continue  to  rapidly  change.  Therefore, 
Joint  Pub  1  may  need  to  be  rewritten  or  at  least  reaaaeaaed  to  id  worth. 

One  of  the  greatest  influences  beades  history  and  theory  on  Joint  Pob  1  has 
been  the  United  Stales  Congress.  In  tins  next  section,  the  monograph  will  examine 
the  influence  that  the  Gokiwater-Nichob  Act  of  1986  has  had  on  doctrine.  The 
Goldwater-Nkhois  Act  was  initially  the  resoha  of  two  studies.  The  first  was  the 
Senate  Anned  Services  Committee  staff  study  of  October;  1985  and  the  second 
was  the  Final  Report  to  the  President's  Bine  Ribbon  Commission  of  Defense 
Management  of  June,  1986.  Then  on  1  October,  1986,  Public  Law  99-433, 
known  as  the  Goldwater-Nkhols  Department  of  Defense  Reorganization  Act  of 

1986  was  signed  into  law. 

GOLDWATER-NICHOLS  DEPARTMENT 
OF  DEFENSE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1986 

The  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  of 1986  represents  the  first  major  legislative  change 
in  die  Department  of  Defense  since  1958.  hi  feet,  there  have  been  Httie  substantive 
changes  since  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947.75  The  1986  Act  was  an 
ambitious  attempt  by  Congress  to  fix  many  perceived  problems  within  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Stafl£  the  combatant  commands,  and 
the  military  departments.  What  brought  on  these  dramatic  attempts  to  change  the 
Department  of  Defense  was  a  dissatisfaction  on  the  part  of  Congress  and  the 
country  as  a  whole  with  die  past  performance  of  the  militaiy.  The  military's 
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parochial  They  became  frustrated  at  having  to  coreinnnnaly  reretvo  dnputca 
bcttwea  the  services.  Therefore,  Congress  empowered  the  Qiairmt  and  the  Joint 
Staff  to  that  they  would  be  able  to  settle  deputes  and  unite  the  efforts  of  the  unruly 
services.80 

Contained  in  the  Galdwater*Nichols  Act  are  nx  mgor  provisions  which  are 
known  ae  "Tides."  Tide  H,  Mflitaiy  Advice  and  Command  Functions,  deals  with 
die  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  die  Unified  and  Specified  Combatant  Commands. 
Within  Tide  fl  die  Chatanan  assumes  some  additional  iwponaibflitiet  Two  of 
there  are  developing  joint  doctrine  and  submitting  a  report  every  three  yean  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  on  die  roles  and  mbaaons  of  the  Aimed  Forces.81  This  latter 
requirement  will  be  mare  difficult  for  the  current  simply  because  there  is 

currently  no  National  Security  Strategy  act  by  the  CHnton  Administration.  This  is 
in  contrast  to  Chainnan  Powell  who  had  a  National  Security  and  National  MBitaiy 
Strategy  developed  by  the  Bush  and  Cheney  administration. 

This  new  direction  in  joint  watfigfrting  required  by  Congress  established  the 
publication  of  Joint  Pub  1  in  November,  1991 .  Chainnan  Powefl  wanted  his 
thoughts  presented  an  how  future  warfare  will  be  fought  and  on  his  perceptions  of 
what  die  future  battlefield  will  look  Uke.  However,  what  Congress  and  Chainnan 
Powefl  wanted  and  what  they  got  have  turned  out  much  differently. 

Joint  Pub  1  was  an  effort  to  "serve  as  a  unifying  focus  fix  [the  military's] 
conduct  of  warfare."82  As  such,  it  established  basic  militaiy  values,  presents  certain 
fundamentals,  and  identifies  the  nature  of  modem  welfare  and  its  consequences.  It 
was  written  with  a  very  strong  Desert  Shield/Desert  Storm  favor.  In  the  afterword 
of  die  document,  it  quotes  nine  senior  officers’  opinions  about  joint  warfighting  in 
the  desert  Additionally,  the  manual  uses  four  examples  of  joint  operations 
throughout  its*  chapters.  While  the  war  in  the  desert  was  a  tremendous  display  of 
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titismay  not  be  enough.  Geacnd  Robert  Riecasri  charges  that  mnch  of  our 
doctrine  Is  based  on  historical  experiences.  These  perspectives  tend  to  analyze 
feeders  who  led  victorious  formations  in  battle.  This  leads  to  conclusions  mon  on 
leadership  sod  the  strength  of  personality  than  methods.85  He  further  teds  ns,  *  A 
doctrinal  foundation  most  be  based  on  methods*  not  individual  leadership  toasts.8* 
The  variety  of  examples  throughout  Joint  Pub  1  are  eacacfy  aa  General  Riscasri 
describes.  There  is  Vicksburg  and  the  impact  of  Grant,  Korea  and  General 
Macarthnr,  the  Salomon  Island  Campaign  and  again  Macarthur,  and  finally  the 


remarks  that  Joint  Pub  1  may  have  looked  mon  at  personalities  than  methods. 

General  Powell  may  not  have  foreseen  the  impact  of  the  "Bottom  Up  Review." 
Therefore,  his  virion  of  die  future  of  joint  warfighting  may  be  somewhat  skewed. 
Since  he  had  Jomt  Pub  1  published  on  die  "Base  Farce”  concept,  the  environment 
has  changed.  For  example,  force  structure  continues  to  be  reduced  while 
operations  other  than  war  continue  to  incrcaw.  However,  die  new  Chairman  along 
with  die  Joint  Warfighting  Center,  which  is  responriMe  for  developing  joint 
doctrine,  must  see  fins  period  of  time  as  an  opportunity.  The  time  may  be  now  for 
die  current  Chairman  to  set  a  new  vision.  A  vision  that  allows  joint  manuals  still  in 
draft  and  those  yet  to  be  published  to  set  a  course  for  joint  warfare  of  the  twenty- 
first  century. 

Acceptability 

Acceptability  is  tire  cost-benefit  relationship  between  joint  doctrine  and  the 
services.  It  addresses  the  consequences  of  cost  and  whether  or  not  they  are 
justified  based  on  the  importance  of  the  effects  desired.  If  one  of  those 
consequences  is  a  rise  m  competition  between  the  services  then  the  net  effect  may 
not  be  desired.  For  example,  the  application  of  air,  land,  and  sea  forces  can  have  a 
resounding  synergistic  influence  during  a  campaign  if  forces  are  employed  as  part 
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provides  an  atmosphere  of  creative  competition  As  Stephen  Rosen  says,  "We 
should  new  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  a  fitde  competition  never  hurt  anyone.  After 
aB  it  was  the  principle  dial  woo  the  Cold  War.”90  The  point  ia  that  today  the 
United  Statee  needs  fewer  fmcee  in  being  and  a  wider  mean  of  potential  nri&faty 
capabilities  from  which  to  choose.  We  need  this  precisely  because  the  US  does  not 
know  what  the  threat  will  be  or  how  ft  will  fight  Doctrine  can  gready  assist  this 
refinement  of  future  capabilities.  However,  before  Congress  or  die  White  House 
reads  to  public  demands,  the  nrititary,  Le.,  the  Chairman  and  die  service  chiefs, 
should  quickly  consottdate  their  effort*.  Joint  Pub  1,  if  strongy  worded  and 
equaQy  accepted  by  afl  the  services,  ntty  achieve  the  desired  effects. 

Suitability 

Joint  Pub  1  was  published  and  distributed  to  a  large  audience.  Yet,  it  appears 
to  have  become  an  obscure  document  General  Powefl  had  the  best  intentions,  but 
die  system  for  developing  additional  Joint  publications  was  not  in  place.  This 
system  for  developing  joint  doctrine  would  take  another  two  years  to  come  into 
existence.  Therefore,  Joint  Pub  1  became  a  nice  document  to  have  in  one's 
professional  library,  but  ends  up  having  little  relevance.  Thus,  will  the  attainment 
of  Joint  Pub  l's  underlying  philosophy  of  team  warfare  accomplish  the  desired 
effect  for  future  joint  waxfighting? 

As  General  Riacasai  exclaimed  in  the  summer  of  1993,  "In  truth,  we  have  not 
had,  nor  do  we  yet  possess,  a  commonly  agreed  [to]  doctrine  fix  farming  or 
fighting  as  part  of  a  military  [team].”91  Moving  into  the  twenty-first  century 
presents  many  uncertainties.  Regardless  of  these  uncertainties,  it  is  clear  that  future 
warfare  will  require  all  the  components  of  the  joint  military  team.  The  risks  and 
problems  of  coordinating  all  these  elements  can  be  reduced  by  creating  flexible 
doctrine  that  is  agreed  to  by  all  services.  A  way  to  do  this  is  to  set  a  concrete 
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IrWlnWOB  u>  OOCiWnO.  UlTCfBy,  J(M  r^D  I  does  HOI  go  Sir  e^OUgP  SI 
stosinying  «ne  pwcca  ot  mi  rounflanon.  n  mpy  ooaenpea  t  w«y  or  wanarc. 

According  to  General  Cad  Moody,  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps,  the 
Mariaoi  "haw  ngnificutiy  improved  their  joint  interoperability  in  the  last 
decade.. .[we]  have  also  benefited  from  the  effort  to  make  service  doctrine 
consistent  wife  joint  doctrine."92  The  Marines  should  know  bettor  than  any  ocher 
service  the  need  to  wade  as  part  of  a  joint  team.  Without  the  historical  relationship 
between  toe  Marines  and  the  Navy,  and  toe  Marines  own  efforts  to  demonstrate 
service  umqoe  capabilities,  tiicy  may  have  disappeared  as  a  fighting  force.  Still,  the 
Marines  haws  not  set  anew  doctrinal  foundation  since  1989.  Even  though  this 
foundation  took  them  successfully  into  Desert  SUdd/Descrt  Storm,  it  was  written 
by  former  Commandant,  General  Gray  in  1989.  Tha  doctrine  gready  reflects  Us 
views  based  on  toe  conditions  and  toe  environment  during  his  tenure.  From  this  we 
could  draw  the  conclusion  that  Joint  Pnb  1  has  not  accomplished  its  desired  effect 
m  regards  to  the  Marine  Corps. 

If  attainment  of  jointness  espoused  in  Joint  Pob  1  is  to  come  to  fruition,  the 
services  must  let  rivalries  take  a  back  seat  to  teamwork.  As  General  Gordon 
Sulfivan  writes,  "witom  toe  context  of  joint  operations,  there  is  room  for  achieving 
economies  of  scafe  and  consolidating  functions. 1,93  Consolidating  doctrine  may  be 
one  oftoe  ways  to  achieve  tins  end.  If  we  say  we  will  always  fight  as  a  joint  team, 
which  is  tiie  current  wive  of  thought  coming  out  of  the  Pentagon,  consolidation  of 
doctrine  should  be  one  of  the  places  to  start  Joint  Pub  1  can  easily  set  the  tone  for 
tins  kind  of  thinking. 

While  each  service  contributes  to  all  major  missions  of  the  national  nrilitaty 
strategy,  their  contributions  in  toe  past  have  varied  considerably.  For  instance,  toe 
Amy,  toning  toe  1950’s,  defense  of  NATO  was  primary,  closely  followed  by 
limited  war  functions.  Defense  of  the  Continental  United  States  ranked  third. 
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Trading  far  behind,  spoor  step  star  to  the  others,  was  rfretegic  deterrence.  The 
Air  Farce  ffanctional  areas  were  m  aider,  strategic  deterrence,  continental  defense, 
NATO,  and  limited  wars.  The  Navy's  areas  were  limited  wan,  NATO,  strategic 
defense,  and  finafly,  continental  defense.94  Although  there  are  similar  missioni 
here,  none  of  (he  services  coold  agree  on  the  wm  priority. 

Joint  Pub  1  does  not  identify  one  set  of  functional  areas  for  all  the  services  to 
focus  on.  Thw  may  be  another  aspect  of  what  a  cornerstone  doctrine  should 
provide  to  accomplish  die  desired  effect  When  all  is  said  and  done,  for  Joint  Pub 
1  to  be  suhaMe  for  accomplishing  the  desired  effect,  it  most  provide  the  linkage 
between  die  required  end-state,  die  ways  to  get  there,  and  whatever  means  are 
available  given  today's  political  environment  Joint  Pub  1  provides  the  linkage 
between  die  national  security  and  mifitaty  strategies  and  all  other  doctrine.  From 
this  linkage,  die  other  services  can  easily  fall  into  a  hierarchy  of  doctrine.  Right 
now,  one  does  not  east 

CONCLUSION 

General  Powell  has  professed  many  times  that  the  military  needs  people  who 
have  mastered  the  tools  of  modem  warfare  while  maintaining  their  traditional 
fighting  spirit95  With  the  future  of  the  United  States  militaiy  heading  toward  the 
information  age,  we  must  be  skilled  in  the  use  of  bytes  and  bayonets  ahke.  Joint 
Pub  I  gives  a  mere  two  short  paragraphs  to  technology  and  the  speed  of 
communications  This  is  one  area  that  may  need  to  be  expanded.  Far  example,  a 
discussion  on  the  use  of  space  based  systems  and  their  application  to  joint 
warfighting  would  be  appropriate.  Another  would  be  to  encourage  die  other 
services  to  seek  better  connectivity  through  information  management  systems. 
These  types  of  concepts  are  fast  becoming  die  wave  cf  future  warfare.  While  Joint 
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